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REMARKS 

The Examiner has maintained his rejection of independent claim 26 under 35 
U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, and 35 U.S.C. §102(e) in the Examiner's Answer, 
dated January 5, 2007. In addition to the arguments in support of patentability asserted 
in the Appellant's Appeal Brief, dated September 25, 2006, the Appellant requests that 
the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences consider the following. 

The Examiner continues to allege that U.S. Patent 6,552,342, to Holz et al., 
teaches each and every limitation as currently recited in independent claim 26. With 
respect to the limitation "wherein said light source is configured to operate in 
synchronous relationship with acquisition of images from said image sensor, the vision 
system being capable of distinguishing vehicular light source from non-vehicular light 
sources" the Examiner asserts that, "the nature of this limitation is unclear." The Examiner 
then cursorily treats a portion of this limitation as purely functional. Thereby, the Examiner 
maintains rejection of claim 26 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, and 35 U.S.C. 
§1 02(e). 

One example of a "non-vehicular light source" discussed in the present 
application is "sign reflections". When "said light source is configured to operate in 
synchronous relationship with acquisition of images from said image sensor", as is 
recited in claim 26, the sign reflections (non-vehicular light sources) are distinguished 
from vehicular light sources; the light source is varied between the two images (i.e. 
configured to operate in synchronous relationship with acquisition of images from said 
image sensor). One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that if a detected light 
source correspondingly varies, the vehicular vision system concludes that the detected 
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light source is a sign reflection. Conversely, if the detected light source does not 
correspondingly vary, the vehicular vision system concludes that the detected light 
source is not a sign reflection. 

In a completely irrelevant context with respect to the present invention, the Holz et 
al. patent discloses a system for improving the visibility in vehicles. As disclosed 
throughout Holz et al., the improvement is utilizing a unique code for each vehicle 
equipped with a night vision system such that no other vehicle will interfere with another. 
By reviewing the portion of the description of Holz et al. found at col. 4, lines 26-65, one 
can conclude that this device is directed to distinguishing one vehicular light source 
from any other vehicular light source. 



Col. 4. lines 26-65 - U.S. Patent 6.552.342. to Holz et al. 

In the first embodiment the system, a checking of whether a glare from a laser headlight 
is present occurs in that the data of the video image itself is evaluated by a evaluation device 5. 
In the case of glare the key interval of the laser diode D is changed by a supplemental delay. This 
delay can be random-generated. If the glare persists, the procedure is repeated, until no glare is 
present. The change is supplied to the laser diode D or, as the case may be, its control electronic 
not described in greater detail herein. 

In the second inventive embodiment according to FIG. 5, in place of the evaluation device 
5 a supplemental detector 6 with a small band interference filter F1 is employed, which over time 
determines the laser pulses and therewith already the duty cycle of the oncoming laser headlights. 
In the case of glare the key interval, as already described, is changed by a supplemental delay. 
This change can likewise be random-generated. In the supplemental detector a free time slot can 
also be directly controlled. Should the glare continue, then also in this second embodiment the 
procedure is repeated until no glare remains any longer. 

In a third embodiment, as shown in FIG. 6, a fixed key interval is established for all 
vehicles. The precise synchronization of all vehicles can be time-coordinated either via a radio 
signal, radio telephone or GPS (Global Positioning System) in a radio device indicated with 7. 
Therein a precision of 1 ms to 5 ms is sufficient. Using an internal quartz clock the precise key 
interval is maintained between the time calibrations. An electronic compass determines the 
direction of travel. For a set predetermined direction range-for example between North and East, 
East and South, South and West, West and North-a different time slot is utilized. In this manner 
a glare is precluded. 

In a fourth embodiment multiple, for example three laser headlights with varying 
wavelengths-800 nm, 820 nm, 840 nm-and varying bandpass filters F for these wavelengths are 
utilized in a filter wheel in front of the camera. Further, an electronic compass is used for 
determining the direction of travel. Depending upon direction of travel, a laser with a 
predetermined wavelength and the associated bandpass filter of the filter wheel is employed. 
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There is absolutely no discussion within Holz et al. of a vehicular vision system, 
comprising: an image sensor and a light source, said light source is configured to emit 
light rays in the non-visible spectrum to illuminate objects within a scene external to a 
controlled vehicle beyond an exterior surface of a windshield, wherein said light source 
is configured to operate in synchronous relationship with acquisition of images from said 
image sensor, the vision system being capable of distinguishing vehicular light source 
from non-vehicular light sources as recited in claim 26 of the present application. 

Accordingly, reversal of the rejections of these claims under 35 U.S.C. §§102, 103 
and 112 is appropriate and is respectfully solicited. The Appellant, therefore, respectfully 
requests that the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences issue a decision in which 
claims 26, 27, 32-38 and 41-46 are indicated to be allowable in light of the art of record. 
The Appellant additionally requests that the decision indicate support for passing this 
case to allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 
JOSEPH S. STAM ETAL. 
By: Gentex Corporation 
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